
consistent with this purpose. The Order does not require Trans- 

Tech to resume its business activities. It requires Trans-Tech 

to cleanup the pollution it left behind when it closed its 

business. And so cleanup activities would be a last step in 

closing out Trans-Tech's business. As noted earlier, the 

California Supreme Court has held that abatement of a nuisance is 
i 

an appropriate activity for shareholders of a dissolved 

corporation which caused the nuisance. (Katenkamp v. Superior 

Court, supra 108 Pac. at 3). 

When interpreting Section 2010(a) the court in the 

Southland Plumbinq case noted that: 

"California has an interest in allowing injured 
residents to recover for injuries incurred within the 
state prior to dissolution which, in some cases, have 
not manifested themselves before dissolution. 
California also has an interest in assuring that 
codefendants jointly liable for the damages are not 
required to pay the share of damages attributable to 
dissolved corporations." (Allen v. Southland 
Plumbing, supra 201 Cal.App.3d at 65, 246 Cal.Rptr. at 
862)." 

The same state interests noted by the Southland 

Plumbinq court are present here. There is a public interest in 

protecting water quality. The Legislature has declared that "the 

state must be prepared to exercise its full power and 

jurisdictionto protect the quality of the waters in the state 

from degradation...". (Water Code Section 13000, see generally, 

United States v. State Water Resources Control Board (1986) 182 
I 

Cal.App.3d 82, 227 Cal.Rptr. 161). The Legislature has 

established the State and Regional Boards to protect that water 

quality and has prescribed specific administrative procedures for 
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achieving that goal. (Water Code Division 7, commencing with 

Section 13000, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act). 

The cleanup and abatement order is one of those legislatively 

prescribed procedures. (Water Code Section 13304). To interpret 

Section 2010(a) narrowly so that,it does not encompass cleanup 

and abatement orders would undermine the legislative purpose of 

Water Code Section 13304. 

The state interest in assuring codefendants jointly 

liable for damages are not required to pay the share of damages 

attributable to a dissolved corporation is also at issue here. 

Wright, which had operated a gas station at the Property for only 

a few months when the pollution was discovered, has borne most of 

the cost of the cleanup. The Regional Board record indicates 

that Trans-Tech has contributed nothing to the effort. A narrow 

interpretation of Section 2010(a) would free Trans-Tech from any 

obligation to share in the cost of removing hazardous materials 

which it discharged to the environment. 

III. CONCLUSION 

Considering the underlying purpose of Section 2010(a) 

to permit a dissolved corporation to continue 

winding up and the legislative intention that 

regulated by means of administrative actions, 

for the purpose of 

water pollution be 

this Board 

concludes that the term "actions" as used in Section 2010(a) 

includes cleanup and abatement orders issued under Water Code 

Section 13304. Therefore, the Order can be enforced against 

Trans-Tech a dissolved corporation. 
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IV. ORDER 

dismissed. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned, Administrative 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is 

Assistant to the Board, 
a full, true, and 

correct copy of an order duly and regularly adopted at a meeting 
of the State Water Resources Control Board held on 
August 17, 1989. 

AYE: W. Don Maughan 
Edwin H. Finster 
Eliseo M. Samaniego 
Danny Walsh 

NO: Darlene E. Ruiz 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAIN: None 
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